
From: Jump, Christine
To: Michael Stephenson
Subject: RE: Wichita CMS Activities
Date: Monday, December 08, 2014 3:15:00 PM
Attachments: draft RSP Guide.docx

dft RSP agenda.pdf

Mike-
 
Attached is a draft guide and agenda developed for the Lean remedy selection process.  These have
 not gone through the final review process and may change in the future, but this gives you an idea
 of the types of discussion and decisions that will take place during the lean Remedy Selection
 Process. 
 
I have not had a chance to review the permit yet, but we will need to make sure that we don’t
 contradict anything in the permit.  I anticipate that the permit will be modified when we select a
 final remedy for the site, but until then we need to make sure we follow the permit.  I will try to take
 a quick look at it tomorrow.  We could potentially talk tomorrow late afternoon.
 
Chris Jump, L.G.
Waste Remediation and Permitting Branch
US EPA, Region 7
jump.chris@epa.gov
(913) 551-7141
 
Mailing address: 11201 Renner Boulevard, Lenexa, KS 66219
 

From: Michael Stephenson [mailto:mstephenson@cameron-cole.com] 
Sent: Monday, December 08, 2014 1:08 PM
To: Jump, Christine
Subject: Wichita CMS Activities
 
HI Chris,
 
I am in the process of putting together the scope of work for Wichita next year and am reviewing the
 permit  to identify all of the requirements. 
 
There are numerous components to the CMS process identified in the permit, and I know you and I
 have discussed the possibility of applying a streamlined CMS process to the site in light of the IRM
 work this year.    Requirements III.I to III.M-3 pertain to the CMS process and I’d like to discuss with
 you what the streamlined process may look like so I can appropriately plan for these activities next
 year.
 
Do you have any materials from the various meetings that you could share with me or perhaps we
 could have a call to discuss what the scope of work would need to include?  I’m available all week
 for a call, but would like to have this ironed out to the extent possible by Wednesday or so.  Please
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 let me know if you have some free time to discuss this issue.
 
Thanks,
 
Mike Stephenson
Principal Scientist
Cameron-Cole, LLC
50 Hegenberger Loop
Oakland CA 94621
office - 510.777.1864
mobile - 510.773.9895
mstephenson@cameron-cole.com
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Remedy Selection Process Guide  
  
Introduction  
In an effort to enhance the efficiency of the RCRA Corrective Action Program, the Lean process 
improvement system was used to analyze the RCRA Remedy Selection Process (RSP), which often, 
traditionally includes a Corrective Measures Study (CMS).  The Lean process refers to a collection 
of principles and methods that focus on the systematic identification and elimination of non-value 
added activity involved in producing a product or delivering a service to customers.    
  
EPA believes that viewing the RSP through a Lean perspective could help stakeholders focus on the 
goals of remedy selection and the intended outcome of a CMS rather than on the process and 
document itself.  This could result in reducing or completely eliminating unnecessary steps and/or 
unnecessary documents and expediting the remedy selection process. A flexible approach to remedy 
selection was provided for and documented in the May 1, 1996 Advanced Notice of Proposed 
Rulemaking (ANPR, 61 FR 19432) which was not finalized but is considered guidance for the 
corrective action program.  A Lean analysis of the RSP conducted in compliance with this guidance 
was used to develop tools for regulators and facilities wishing to utilize this streamlined, goal 
focused, Lean approach to the RCRA RSP at their own facilities.  These tools include – this Remedy 
Selection Process Guide (RSP Guide), a model Remedy Selection Process Meeting Agenda (RSP 
Meeting Agenda) and a model Remedy Selection Process document Template (RSPD Template).1  
In this RSP guide, EPA discusses how it envisions using a Lean approach to select a site remedy by 
focusing on the ultimate goal and identifying key steps and considerations that are important to 
selecting an appropriate, site-specific remedy without taking  unnecessary steps or generating 
unnecessary documents. This guide focuses primarily on producing a Remedy Selection Process 
Document (RSPD).  The RSPD is generally intended to document the site-specific approach that will 
be used to select a proposed remedy for the facility.  For some facilities, it is anticipated that the 
RSPD may actually present the evaluation and propose the preferred remedial alternative for the site.  
  
 
1 This document and the attachments are intended to provide guidance to EPA personnel on implementing the RCRA  
Subtitle C program. As indicated by the use of non-mandatory language such as “guidance,” “recommend,” “may,” 
“should,” and “can,” it identifies policies and provides recommendations and does not impose any legally binding 
requirements.  This document and the attachments are not a rule or regulation, may not apply to a particular situation 
based upon the circumstances, do not change or substitute for any law, regulation, or any other legally binding 
requirement and are not legally enforceable. While EPA has made every effort to ensure the accuracy of the discussion 
in these documents, the obligations of the regulated community are determined by statutes, regulations or other legally 
binding requirements. In the event of a conflict between the discussion in these documents and any statute or 
regulation, these documents would not be controlling.  In addition, under RCRA, States may apply to EPA for, and 
receive from EPA, authorization of a state program to operate in lieu of the federal RCRA hazardous waste program.  
These state programs may be broader in scope or more stringent than EPA’s RCRA regulations, and requirements can 
vary from State to State. Members of the regulated community are encouraged to contact their State agencies for the 
requirements that apply to them.   
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The RSP Guide, Meeting Agenda, and Template can be used to facilitate an efficient remedy 
selection process at facilities where Regional EPA, State, and Facility representatives believe that 
applying Lean strategies would be beneficial. These 3 documents can be valuable tools to 
potentially reduce redundancies, eliminate unnecessary steps and/or documents, and expedite final 
remedy selection at RCRA Corrective Action sites 
 
RSP Meeting  
Under EPA’s Lean concept for Remedy Selection, the RSP Meeting is a meeting between the 
regulatory authority (EPA and/or State) and facility representatives which would typically occur after 
the RFI phase of the Corrective Action process is finalized.  The primary purpose of the meeting is 
for the regulatory and facility representatives to use the information gathered during the RFI to 
develop and document a process to follow for selecting a remedy at the site.  In keeping with the 
lean concept, the goal of selecting an appropriate remedy that meets corrective action objectives 
(CAOs) and complies with defined selection criteria is the primary focus of the RSP meeting and the 
process to achieve that goal can be selected and modified based on site-specific conditions.  Three 
potential remedy selection paths were identified during the lean analysis:  1) no CMS report is 
necessary, move forward on the Statement of Basis; 2) a focused CMS report is necessary but no 
CMS work plan is required; and 3) a CMS work plan and CMS report are required.  An appropriate 
path for a facility can be determined during the RSP meeting based on site-specific elements that 
may include, but are not limited to; contaminant(s) present, media(s) impacted, hydro geologic 
complexity of the site, risk factors present, remedial alternatives to be considered, and whether or 
not interim measures were implemented.  

Anticipated outcomes from the RSP meeting include:  
  

• A common understanding of the roles and responsibilities for the regulatory authority (EPA 
and/or State) and facility as well as an understanding of the process to select a remedy;  

• A common understanding of current conditions and the conceptual site model (including 
identification of potential data gaps or additional data needs related to remedy selection); 

• Identification and concurrence of CAOs for the site, including the point of compliance and 
risk-based management strategy;  

• A common understanding of the site-specific remedial alternatives to be considered, the 
criteria used to evaluate those alternatives, and the documents (e.g. work plans, reports) 
necessary to perform and present that evaluation;  

• A common understanding of the scope of work plans, reports, and/or documents to be 
submitted; and  

• A Summary of the RSP meeting and a finalized RSP document with a schedule of 
deliverables.  

  
The RSP Meeting would typically be facilitated by representatives of the facility.  This is because 
the facility is responsible for evaluating remedial alternatives, collecting and analyzing data to 
support remedial alternatives, and proposing the selected remedy to the agency.  A successful 
outcome to the RSP meeting is much more likely if the parties concur prior to the meeting that the 
RFI is sufficient and that the conceptual site model is valid.  The EPA has developed tools to help 
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the parties evaluate these issues. (reference EPA evaluation tools) If discussion of the RFI and/or 
conceptual site model is ongoing, these discussions should occur upfront, and it may be beneficial 
to allow more than one day for the RSP meeting.   
   
 Advance discussions between the participants can help identify issues that need to be resolved prior 
to remedy selection or other relevant information that may need to be included in the site-specific 
RSP meeting agenda.  

  
Remedy Selection Process Document (RSPD)  
After the RSP meeting, a RSPD is drafted, typically by a facility representative.  The RSPD 
documents the process and details of remedy selection agreed upon during the meeting, including a 
schedule of deliverables.  The RSPD can be a useful tool to streamline selection of a site remedy and 
eliminate unnecessary steps; however, it is important to note that, like a CAF document, the RSPD 
itself is not a legally binding document and does not create new legal obligations or limit or expand 
obligations under any federal, state, tribal or local law. The RSPD is also not a substitute for a permit 
or order. The RSPD may only alter legal obligations when it is explicitly incorporated or referenced 
in a new permit (or order, for interim status facilities) or through a permit or order modification (or 
order modification for interim status facilities). Thus (unless so incorporated or referenced) the 
obligations in a permit or order would control over any conflicting RSPD provisions. Therefore, to 
maximize the usefulness of the RSPD, parties should be careful to either work within the scope of 
any existing obligations contained in any permit(s) and/or order(s) when developing their RSPD, or 
to modify the permit consistent with the requirement in 40CFR sections 270 and 124. 
 
The RSPD documents the information discussed in the RSP Meeting and presents site-specific details 
regarding the process for remedy selection that were agreed upon during the meeting.  A RSPD 
would typically include: identification of CAOs, identification of data gaps or data needs for 
evaluating remedies; a list of remedial alternatives considered and whether they meet the 3 required 
threshold criteria; documentation of how balancing criteria, if necessary, will be used or weighted in 
the remedy selection process; whether a CMS work plan and/or CMS report will be necessary; and 
a list and schedule of necessary deliverables (e.g., data collection work plan, CMS report, proposed 
remedy). At some facilities, such as ones where presumptive remedies are available or where 
successful interim measures have been implemented, the parties may agree that a CMS Report is not 
necessary and the RSPD would fulfil the function of the CMS and remedy proposal from the facility. 
This would allow the agency to move directly to development of the Statement of Basis.  It is crucial 
that community engagement steps are considered in conjunction with development of the RSPD. At 
a minimum, a public comment period and response to comments would be necessary for the 
Statement of Basis.    
 
Finally, under this approach the RSPD would be treated as a living document subject to change, 
based on things such as, but not limited to; additional data collection, changes in risk factors, or 
public comments. Changes may be documented through either addenda to the RSPD or complete 
redrafts; depending on the degree of change necessary.   




